The present set of studies investigated the role of both religiosity and socialideological attitudes in the prediction of various forms of sexist and gender-related attitudes.
SDO cast a wide-ranging net that predicts variation in most domains of prejudice, discrimination, and related intergroup attitudes (Sibley, Robertson, & Wilson, 2006; Sibley, Wilson, & Duckitt, 2007; Van Assche, Roets, De keersmaecker, & Van Hiel, 2017) .
Indeed, previous studies indicated that both dimensions are positively related to sexist attitudes (with RWA showing stronger associations with benevolent and SDO with hostile sexism; see Begany & Milburn, 2002; Christopher & Mull, 2006; Sibley et al., 2007) . These findings provide a strong case for the role of social attitudes in explaining individual differences in sexism. Surprisingly, studies that have provided insight in the unique and relative contributions of authoritarianism, social dominance orientation, and religiosity in explaining sexist and gender-related attitudes, are rare (for a notable exception, see Hellmer et al., 2018) . As RWA, and to a lesser extent SDO, show substantial relationships with religiosity (Altemeyer, 1981 ; see also Duriez & Van Hiel, 2002) , it seems especially useful to test their unique contribution in a unified design. The present set of studies aims to fill this gap in the literature. Specifically, following the Dual Process Model (Duckitt, 2001) , we hypothesize that some of the 'active ingredients' of religiosity's connection with sexism pertain to traditional norms, values, and hierarchical preferences, which refer to the core aspects of RWA and SDO, rather than being defining features of religiosity an sich. As such, when these social-ideological dimensions are taken into account, the unique contribution of religiosity in explaining sexism should be curbed considerably.
The Present Studies
This research aimed to assess the relative contribution of social-ideological attitudes (i.e., RWA and SDO), compared to religiosity, in explaining individual differences in sexist attitudes and traditional gender role beliefs. To investigate this question, we recruited four samples, focusing on a wide range of sexism and gender-related attitudes. In a first study (conducted among Belgian students), we simultaneously focused on religiosity and socialideological attitudes in the prediction of various forms of sexism. In a second study, we also focused on traditional gender role beliefs, collecting two heterogeneous adult samples and one sample of undergraduate students. These samples stem from three different countries, where either Islam (i.e., in Turkey) or Christianity (i.e., Protestantism/Catholicism in the Netherlands and Catholicism in Belgium) is the predominant religion. It is vital to investigate the robustness of these relations across religions and cultures.
Given that various socio-demographic variables have been shown to play a role in shaping gender-related attitudes and in particular sexist attitudes, we control for these variables in our analyses. Gender differences in ambivalent sexism towards women (with men scoring higher than women) have been documented in many different national and cultural contexts (Glick et al., 2004) . Besides gender, age may have an effect on the endorsement of sexist attitudes as well. Indeed, several studies have highlighted a slight increase in sexism among older individuals (e.g., Fitzpatrick Bettencourt et al., 2011) . Furthermore, a higher education level has been shown to relate negatively to sexist attitudes (Glick et al., 2002) .
Presumably, education helps to promote more liberal gender attitudes (see also Van Hiel et al., 2018) . Finally, in Study 2, we also control for income level as an indicator of greater socio-economic status (see also Begany & Milburn, 2002) .
Study 1

Method Participants
First-year undergraduate students from a Belgian university were invited to the lab to participate in this survey in return for partial course credit (N = 227; M age = 19,26, SD age = 3.80, with 77,5% women). All respondents completed the full study, yielding no missing data.
Measures
All scales were administered on 7-point Likert scales anchored by 1 ("Totally disagree") to 7 ("Totally agree").
Religiosity. Religiosity was assessed with five statements (based on Fleischmann, 2010) . A sample item is "My religious and spiritual beliefs are very important in my daily life". Cronbach's alpha was .87.
Authoritarianism. Participants responded to an 11-item version of Altemeyer's (1981) RWA-scale (translated by Meloen, 1991 ; see also Van Assche, Bostyn, De keersmaecker, Dardenne, & Hansenne, 2017 ). An example item is: "Obedience and respect for authority are the most important virtues children should learn" (with α = .81, M = 3.41, SD = 0.9).
Social Dominance Orientation. The 14-item version of the SDO-scale was measured (Pratto et al., 1994 ). An example item is: "Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups". Cronbach's alpha was .89.
Sexist attitudes.
Three scales tapped into sexist attitudes. Firstly, the 8-item Modern Sexism Scale (Swim, Aikin, Hall, & Hunter, 1995) was assessed. Modern sexism is characterized by the denial of continued discrimination of women, antagonism toward women's demands, and resentment about affirmative action policies designed to help women (e.g., in education and work). An example item of such subtle and covert sexist attitudes reads "It is rare to see women treated in a sexist manner on television". Cronbach's alpha was .80.
Secondly, respondents completed the Glick and Fiske's (1996) 22-item Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (with α = .88, M = 3.49, SD = 0.80) to measure sexism towards women.
This measure gauges two components of sexist attitudes, namely hostile (e.g., "Most women interpret innocent remarks or actions as sexist") and benevolent (e.g., "Women should be cherished and protected by men") sexism. Cronbach's alpha was .84 and .83 for the hostile and the benevolent sexism-subscales, respectively. Thirdly, to assess (hostile and ambivalent forms of) sexism towards men, we administered the Ambivalence toward Men Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1999 ). Cronbach's alpha was .87 and .89 for the hostile and the benevolent sexism-subscales, respectively.
Results
The means, standard deviations, and correlations among all study variables are portrayed in Table 1 . Religiosity, RWA, SDO, and sexist attitudes were all positively interrelated. There was only one exception: modern sexism was unrelated to hostile sexism towards men. Secondly, we conducted regression analyses on each of the five sexism outcomes. The background characteristics (i.e., sex and age) were introduced in step one of the regression, religiosity was entered in step two; and RWA and SDO were introduced in a final step. As shown in Adding religiosity in a second regression step added between 2,2 and 7,5% explained variance in our sexism outcomes. Importantly, in step three, SDO and especially RWA added a considerably larger proportion of the explained variance (the largest contribution being for hostile sexism towards women). For both measures of hostile sexism (i.e., towards women and towards men), the role of religiosity was even rendered not significant in the final regression step. Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Sex (1 = Male)
. 
Study 2
Study 2 aimed to broaden the scope of our research in two important ways. Firstly, we wanted to extend the findings of Study 1 by collecting data among adults in the Netherlands (a country with a similar dominant religious denomination as in Study 1; i.e., Christianity) and in Turkey (a country with a different predominant religion; i.e., Islam). Secondly, we also assessed traditional gender role beliefs, a construct strongly related to sexism.
Method Participants
Our first sample consisted of 116 Turkish adults (62,9% female; M age = 26.75 years, SD age = 7.62), recruited at a University in Ankara. Due to this sampling procedure, almost all (97,4%) respondents had a college or university degree. Self-reported household income showed a fairly normal distribution, with 0,0% reporting their family income to be far below the average level of the country 6,9% below, 47,4% around the average, 44,8% above average, and 0,9% reporting that their income was much more than the average country level.
Our second sample was recruited by a master student using snowballing and consisted of 99 Dutch adults (69,7% female; M age = 34.33, SD age = 14.73). One percent of respondents had only completed primary school, 13,1% had completed secondary school, and 85,9% had a college or university degree. Four percent assessed their family income to be far below the average level of the country, 7,1% indicated their income was below average, 51,5% around the average, 33,3% above average, and 4,0% reported that their income was far above the country average.
Our third sample consisted of 522 first-year undergraduate students from a Belgian university who were invited to the lab to complete a survey in return for partial course credit (76,2% female; M age = 19.13, SD age = 4.11). Relative household income again showed a fairly normal distribution, with 2,1% indicating their family income to be far below the country average, 11,7% below, 49,2% around the average, 35,6% above, and 1,3% far above average.
In all samples, all respondents completed the full questionnaire, yielding no missing data.
Measures
In all samples, the same scales were administered on 7-point Likert scales anchored by 1 ("Totally disagree") to 7 ("Totally agree"). For all measures, a validated Dutch version was available. Some scales (i.e., SDO and GAI) were already validated in Turkish (Göregenli, Karakuş, & Bierhoff, 2013 Secondly, the 21-item Gender Attitude Inventory (Ashmore, Del Boca, & Bilder, 1995) was administered. This instrument consists of two subscales: acceptance of traditional stereotypes (e.g., "Men are generally more adventurous than women"), and approval of classic division of roles within the family (e.g., "A woman is primarily responsible for the household and the children"). Cronbach's alpha was .87, .90, and .89 in the Turkish, Dutch, and Belgian sample, respectively.
Thirdly, the 10-item Sex Role Egalitarianism Scale (King & King, 1997) was administered. These items assess negative attitudes towards equality between men and women across different life domains (e.g., marriage, upbringing, and education). An example item reads "The choice of education is less important for women than for men". Cronbach's alpha was .78, .81, and .83 in the Turkish, Dutch, and Belgian sample, respectively.
Results
We first computed means, standard deviations, and correlations among all study variables (see Table 3 ). As expected, all constructs were positively interrelated. There were two notable exceptions: in the Turkish and Belgian sample, religiosity was not significantly related to SDO, and in the Dutch sample, religiosity was not significantly associated with benevolent sexism towards women. Secondly, for each sample, we conducted regression analyses on each of the four sexism outcomes. In a first step, we entered the demographics sex, age, education, and income as predictors (note that education was a constant in the Belgian student sample). In step two, religiosity was entered. Finally, in the third step, RWA and SDO were introduced to gain insight in the relative contribution of these ideological variables in the prediction of sexism.
Table 4
Standardized estimates (βs) of hierarchical regression analyses on sexist attitudes and gender role beliefs in Study 2.
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Belgian sample
Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Sex (1 = Male The results, reported in Table 4 , showed that in the Turkish and Dutch adult samples, gender was a relatively weak predictor of the various forms of sexism and gender role beliefs.
In the Belgian student sample, men showed significantly higher scores on hostile sexism and traditional gender role beliefs than women did.
In a second regression step, religiosity was a significant predictor of all outcomes in the Turkish and Belgian sample. In the Dutch sample, however, one's level of religiosity contributed little above and beyond the background characteristics. In a third step, entering SDO and particularly RWA did add considerably to the explained variance. It seems that, especially when it comes to ambivalent sexism and traditional gender role beliefs, socialideological attitudes play a major role above and beyond religiosity. Importantly, this pattern of result was found in all samples.
Mini-meta-analysis
Across four samples (total N = 964), we considered the role of religiosity and social attitudes in the prediction of sexist attitudes. We now calculated the overall meta-analytic effect sizes of our key predictors. In particular, we tested a random effects model using the Open Psychometric Meta-analysis software (Version 1.0b9) by Wiernik (2017) . We corrected for statistical artifacts using the artifact distribution method and freely estimated the true residual variance (SD res ). Firstly, we calculated the weighted associations based on the simple bivariate correlations between our predictors and our outcomes. Secondly, and most relevant to our research question, we calculated the meta-analytic effect size of each predictor on all outcomes, while simultaneously controlling for the impact of the other two predictors (i.e., relying on their partial correlations). Table 5 portrays all effect sizes with their observed and true standard deviations, their confidence intervals, and their credibility intervals (which represent a range of values that includes the true effect size with 80% probability). .32] Note: r = mean uncorrected effect size; SDr = observed standard deviation of the effect size; SDres= true residual variance; Conf. Int. = confidence interval; Cred. Int. = credibility interval; RWA = Right-Wing Authoritarianism; SDO = Social Dominance Orientation.
Overall, the effect sizes of RWA and SDO on sexism seem to be considerably larger compared to the effect size of religiosity. It should be noted, however, that the confidence intervals around the meta-analytic effect sizes based on the partial correlations show some overlap. In particular, when controlling for one another, the effect sizes of religiosity and SDO did not substantially differ in terms of their relative contribution in predicting sexism, as did the effect sizes of SDO and RWA. Importantly, even when taken into account their shared variance, RWA still significantly outweighed religiosity.
Discussion
In the present research, we aimed to advance our understanding of the psychological foundations of sexism and traditional gender role beliefs. Based on adult and student samples from three different countries (i.e., Turkey, the Netherlands, and Belgium) with a different religious and cultural makeup, two studies and an internal meta-analysis allow us to draw three conclusions. The first conclusion pertains to the rather limited impact of the respondents' gender in explaining a range of sexist attitudes. This remarkably restricted influence also emerged in the studies by Glick and colleagues (2004) , and Roets, Van Hiel, and Dhont (2012) . Gender group affiliations thus seem to play only a minor role in predicting sexism. Instead, individual differences in religiosity and social attitudes were demonstrated to explain a substantial portion of the variance in sexism towards both the own and the other gender in all samples of the present studies.
Our second conclusion refers to the relatively moderate unique contribution of religiosity in predicting sexism and traditional gender role beliefs. At first glance, a higher level of religiosity was associated with higher sexism. These findings parallel the results of previous studies with Christian (e.g., Glick, Lameiras, & Castro 2002) , Muslim (Taşdemir & Sakallı-Uğurlu, 2010) and Jewish (Gaunt, 2012) samples. Nevertheless, when social attitudes were taken into account, the contribution of religiosity dropped markedly (see also Hellmer et al., 2018) .
The third and most important conclusion thus concerns the essential influence of the socio-ideological attitude dimensions on sexism. Allport (1954) already asserted that "a person's prejudice is unlikely to be merely a specific attitude to a specific group; it is more likely to be a reflection of his whole habit of thinking about the world" (p. 170). Indeed, when looking at various facets of sexism and traditional gender role beliefs, one's social-ideological attitudes appear to matter above and beyond one's gender group or the depth of one's religious commitment. As such, the present results corroborated the assertions of Sibley and colleagues (2007) and Roets and colleagues (2012) that RWA and SDO are the primary individual difference antecedents of sexism towards both women and men (see also Bosson, Vandello, & Buckner, 2018 , for an excellent overview).
People holding sexist and traditional role-based attitudes seem to be characterized by RWA-based motivations of social order as well as by SDO-based motivations of group competitiveness, rather than by primarily religious motivations. Overall, our mini-metaanalysis revealed that the relative contributions of SDO and especially RWA outweighed the role of religiosity. As such, it can be concluded that people higher in sexism and traditional role beliefs tend to display higher levels of religiosity, but also higher levels of SDO, and particularly higher RWA-levels. Importantly, our findings provide support for this general claim a) in various religious contexts, b) for various types of sexist attitudes and traditional gender role beliefs, and c) regardless of the gender of both actor and target. Indeed, for both men and women, RWA, (and to a certain extent SDO and religiosity) showed unique predictive value in explaining sexism toward women as well as toward men, and in explaining traditional gender role attitudes. Corroborating the findings of Hellmer and colleagues (2018) in the Swedish context, the most crucial conclusion here is that -overall -authoritarianism appears to be the most potent and robust predictor across outcomes and across samples. Following the DualProcess Model (Duckitt, 2001) , it can be argued that people (both male and female) high in RWA would urge for stability, cohesion, and the preservation of traditional gender roles for members of both sexes. Individuals high in SDO, on the other hand, might strongly adhere to the "natural" inequality where men are higher than women on the social-hierarchical ladder.
Among women, this worldview might seem undesirable or even in conflict with their own group's interest. Nonetheless, studies within System Justification Theory (Jost & Banaji, 1994) have repeatedly shown that members of underprivileged groups often endorse their unfavorable position in favor of the status quo (see also Roets et al., 2012) .
Furthermore, by studying these issues in societies with a different predominant religious denomination, and by assessing a broad range of gender-related attitudes (i.e., attitudes towards egalitarian sex roles, traditional gender stereotypes, subtle sexism, and hostile and benevolent forms of sexism towards both women and men), we were also able to have some evidence for the generalizability of our findings. In general, we found very similar results in all samples regarding all outcomes. Interestingly, while we did not replicate the divergence often found in previous studies where RWA was uniquely associated with benevolent and SDO uniquely with hostile sexism (Begany & Milburn, 2002; Christopher & Mull, 2006; Sibley et al., 2007) , our results seem to suggest that religiosity is primarily related to benevolent forms of sexism (see also Hellmer et al., 2018) . Indeed, religiosity seems more intertwined with beliefs that women need to be protected by men than with beliefs that women are incompetent and inferior to men.
It should be noted that we tapped into religiosity using a rather broad and general measure, whereas religiosity can also be seen as a multifaceted construct composed of several components (e.g., frequency of prayers and attendance of religious services, spirituality, fundamentalism, and intrinsic, extrinsic, and quest orientations). The meta-analysis of Whitley (2009) already revealed that some components may have opposing associations with prejudices. For example, while higher intrinsic religious orientation was related to more negative attitudes towards gays and lesbians, extrinsic orientation showed no relationship to these attitudes, and higher quest orientation was even related to more positive attitudes.
Hence, future studies could examine whether beyond the overall association with religiosity as a general construct, behavioral, functional, denominational, and structural components of religiosity all relate to gender-related attitudes in the same way, or whether there are subtle differences at the facet level.
In the same vein, RWA and SDO to some degree represent multifaceted constructs.
Specifically, authoritarianism can be seen as a conglomerate of conventionalism, submission, and aggression, while SDO can be segmented into a "group-based dominance" and an "opposition to equality" factor. However, given that the present research, similar to most previous research, employed RWA and SDO scales intended as broad measures, it cannot provide detailed insights into which specific components are most strongly associated with gender-related attitude. Therefore, future research designs could purposefully test this by selecting scales that tap into subcomponents (e.g., the tripartite approach to RWA as proposed by Duckitt, Bizumic, Krauss & Heled, 2010) .
Moreover, generalizability claims are obviously limited by our use of two convenience samples (in Turkey and the Netherlands) and two student samples (in Belgium). Additionally, the cross-sectional design of our studies does not allow for causal claims. Random representative samples, ideally followed up over time, would allow for more confident inferences. Such future longitudinal studies with diverse samples and a variety of religions (e.g., also Jewish or Buddhist individuals) would enhance our understanding of the factors that shape sexism even more. A tentative research question could, for instance, focus on the role of various religiosity facets in several contexts simultaneously, and examine whether country-level determinants (e.g., national levels of women's rights) moderate the individuallevel religiosity-sexism association.
In sum, the present research indicated that, in order to understand phenomena ranging from subtle negative (and positive) gender stereotypes to blatant beliefs about the inferiority of a certain sex, we should look beyond group membership (e.g., sex of both actor and target).
Indeed, this set of studies provides a broadened framework for sexism and gender-related attitudes, demonstrating that, in various societies, it is warranted to (also) take into account religiosity, but especially individual differences in social-ideological attitudes when considering the individual level sources of sexism.
